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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 02/06/07 appealing from the Office action 
mailed 07/26/06. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 
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(8) Evidence Relied Upon 



6,067,530 



BROOKS, JR et al 



5-2000 



5,883,371 



MEEKER 



3-1999 



(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks, Jr et 
al (US 6,067,530) in view of Meeker (US 5,883,371). 

As per claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19 and 24-26, Brooks discloses a method of 
providing a communication interface for coupling a point-of-sale system 38 to a cash 
management system 24 for providing communication between the P.O.S. system and the cash 
management system (fig. 2 A, 39), providing software on the cash management system to permit 
operation of the cash management system over a communication link arid providing software on 
the P.O.S. system to permit control of the cash management system over the internet (fig. 1A, 
electronic drop safe), a method wherein providing software on the P.O.S. system to permit 
control of the cash management system over the communication link (fig. 2 A, 39) and providing 
software on the P.O.S. system to permit control of the cash management system over the internet 
(fig. 1 A, electronic drop safe). Brooks does not disclose a cash management system including a 
cash dispensing function but Meeker discloses a cash management including a digital deposit 
dispensing safe (see abs., fig.l). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize the cash 
management including a digital deposit and dispensing safe as taught by Meeker into the system 
of Brooks because it would eliminate the need for the store manager having to manually verify 
each cashier and also enable the store manager to spend less time counting money and more time 
servicing customers. 

As per claims 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, and 20-23, Brooks discloses a method of 
providing a communication interface for coupling a point-of-sale system 38 to a cash 
management system 24 for providing communication between the P.O.S. system and the cash 
management system (fig. 2A, 39), providing software on the cash management system to permit 
operation of the cash management system over a communication link and providing software on 
the P.O.S. system to permit control of the cash management system over the internet (fig. 1A, 
electronic drop safe), a method wherein providing software on the P.O.S. system to permit 
control of the cash management system over the communication link (fig. 2A, 39) and providing 
software on the P.O.S. system to permit control of the cash management system over the internet 
(fig. 1A, electronic drop safe), a cash machine system 28 over a communication link 39 
including providing a graphical user interface 38. Brooks does not disclose a cash management 
system including a cash dispensing function but Meeker discloses a cash management including 
a digital deposit dispensing safe (see abs., fig. 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to utilize the cash 
management including a digital deposit and dispensing safe as taught by Meeker into the system 
of Brooks for the same reasons given in previous claims. 
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(10) Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/6/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that there is no suggestion or motivation to combine the references. In 
response to Applicant's arguments, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 
21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Applicant further argues that Brooks and Meeker fail to 
disclose the recited limitation feature "providing a user interface software on the P.O.S. system 
which emulates the user interface of the cash management system." In response to Applicant's 
arguments, Brooks does disclose such feature (see rejection above for specific citations of 
column and lines). Therefore, Claims 1-26 are finally rejected. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
Respectfully submitted, 
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/Ronald Laneau/ 
Primary Examiner 




